In the journal Sexualities, Jackson and Scott (2004, 'Sexual Antimonies in Late Modernity', Sexualities 7[2]: 233-48) express scepticism that current mores in relation to sexuality are increasingly liberal and 'open'; instead, they suggest there are a number of antimonies or contradictions evident. One of the themes they raise relates to parental intentions (and 'failures') to be 'open' about sex with their children. I explore this antimony via data collected from parents about the sex education of their young children. I first describe responses to young children's verbal questions about sex; the second section considers parental responses to questions raised by 'protosexual play'. As the negotiations that take place between parents and children reveal, many interventions in this area are actually interesting inversions of a straightforward educational endeavour. Instead of 'openness', the forms of parental disclosure and foreclosure of sexual information enact a series of closures or enclosures in relation to the exchange of sexual information in the family. The article goes on to consider possible explanations and effects of these antimonies.
Introduction
Encouraged by Jackson and Scott's reiteration of these issues and by their prompt for further discussion, I have returned to the data I generated in order to look again at the tensions and contradictions -the antimoniesin parental approaches to the sex education of their children.
I have selected from the data available in order to interrogate, in some detail, the themes that I raise. I am not, in other words, claiming that what I describe is representative of all parents or representative even of the study itself (which consisted of semi-structured interviews with 50 volunteer parents and case studies of 10 families, where all members of these families were interviewed). Neither do I elucidate themes that were raised in relation to the significance of gender, ethnicity, or sexuality on the approaches of parents (although the gendered nature of some of what occurs is raised). This is also a 'one-sided' story in that the parents' claims, descriptions and analyses are given prominence. This is not to suggest that the children concerned necessarily learned what their parents intended; of course many young people will both accommodate and resist these discourses (as described elsewhere, e.g. Allen, 2003; Thomson, 2004) . Instead, I focus here on examples that contribute to theory building in the area of sexual antimonies, drawing on a range of theoretical perspectives and frameworks. I am interested in illustrating and describing how in apparently enacting 'openness' with young children, many parents also enacted forms of 'foreclosure' on information about sex and sexualities.
These examples constitute evidence of interesting inversions of an educational endeavour (if that is taken to mean a straightforward progression from ignorance to knowledge). In elucidating these examples, I hope to show where the antimonies Jackson and Scott describe are evident and begin to build an explanation for the purposes or effects they serve. All names are pseudonyms.
Questions of sex part one: The 'natural' approach Crucial to the relative ease parents feel about the sex education of their young children is the fact that children ask questions about their origins and this is taken as a prompt to begin talking about sex. I want to begin the discussion by outlining an oft-repeated 'general approach' to these questions as it is necessary to framing the discussion which follows. From the start, a common foundation point is that parents can be reactive rather than proactive in this area and when describing their responses to questions parents often used the word 'openness'. This openness was contrasted with their own parents' approach, who were sometimes described as 'Victorian' in attitude. Now with children of their own the parents I interviewed talked of deciding to do things differently; their intention was to put the child at the centre of the educational endeavour.
From when the children have been very little -as soon as they've asked questions or talked about anything -I've explained things as they've come up. It often started at bathtime and I've never said 'We'll talk about that later'. I mean whether it's in the middle of a meal with Grandpa or whoever, you know, I've just quite matter of fact answered their question. Because I think it's a natural thing and I would just answer any question as it came up. (Ann Fletcher) Ann's desire to take a different approach than her parents is underlined by the presence of her father in her story. She described her own parents as 'very shy' about sex; she believed her mother used to hide her sanitary towels at the back of the airing cupboard so her father didn't see them. Unlike them, she is determined to take a 'natural' approach to the subject, given that her children are simply asking about the 'natural' business of their own origins. In turn, parents spoke of supplying information about the 'natural' business of pregnancy and childbirth 'scaled down obviously in language children understand'.
I mean the idea of, the natural thing is 'Where do I come from?' And it's 'You come from Mummy's tummy'. And that goes for a year, fine, you know. 'I come from Mummy's tummy'. And I can remember for ages, the pair of them used to make up stories together about being in my stomach at the same time! And tea parties going on and everything else, you know. The fact that one was three years older didn't cross their minds. And that was fine if that was the way they were seeing it. And then the next question was 'Well, if you're in the tummy, how do you get out of the tummy?' and it goes on. And then after you get out of the tummy, then how do you get into the tummy in the first place? I mean, it's just questions. To me that's a normal question to ask. (Marion Wells) Parents described the importance of trying to take a 'relaxed' attitude to these questions -they were keen to reinforce the idea that 'it's just a part of life -it's a normal part of life' and didn't want to show embarrassment or hesitancy in their responses; a 'natural interest' in sex should be responded to as 'naturally' as possible. Some of those who acknowledged feeling uneasy with speaking about the 'facts of life' went to considerable lengths to find other ways of introducing the subject, in one case deciding to keep goats so that their children could learn 'in a totally guilt free way about sex'.
As I say, yes, they need to know the basic, fundamental facts of sex, producing babies. We're always, we're lucky, we live in a rural area. A friend who Debbie goes to a lot, they keep sheep. So, seeing the lambs born and everything and seeing the ram in with the sheep. They've got dogs as well. Bitch up the road just produced puppies. Quite accidentally of course. But it's something within the framework of, it's all perfectly natural. Animals do it. Human beings do it. And it's all part and parcel of the same framework. (Pauline Miles) So disclosures of sexual information at this stage are, most often, prompted by children, involve descriptions of 'producing babies' in language appropriate to children and connections between animal reproduction and human reproduction are seen as a convenient, child-friendly way of keeping the subject 'open' but 'low key'. This was one way of fulfilling parental responsibility to supply information without, they hoped, giving their children 'hang-ups' about the subject. Part of their responsibility as they reported it was to avoid foisting adult guilt or embarrassment onto their children. In the same vein, many of them spoke of a lack of embarrassment about sharing a bath, or nudity generally -'not covering up as if it was something to be ashamed of'. As far as the timing of their disclosures about sex was concerned, parents put great emphasis on supplying information only when their children were 'ready' for it -to do otherwise would be to misjudge their children's needs. Parents thus claim a 'child-centred' approach to sex education, neither denying their children knowledge nor giving them 'too much' information.
It is also the case, however, that many of the 'openings', in the form of questions, that are supplied by children seem to lead only into 'cul-desacs' or 'enclosures' of a self-limiting type in pedagogic terms. Whereas parents stress the openness they feel they display, the beliefs underlying their analysis of their children and of the appropriateness of this 'natural' approach to sex, also constitute forms of foreclosure in educational terms.
Frankham Sexual Antimonies and Parent/Child Sex Education
Most obviously, when parents respond to questions about children's origins in the ways outlined, sex becomes defined as penetrative vaginal intercourse and therefore, as adult, heterosexual and only concerned with procreation -thus heteronormativity (Moore, 2003) and the 'truth of sex' (Butler, 1999) begins to be set out, establishing gender, desire and sexual practice. Parents regard themselves, however, as taking both a natural and a neutral approach to the subject -evident in the phrase the 'facts of life' -which they believe they merely report to their young children. On what basis, however, do they decide that this supposedly neutral information is the right information to supply? And why do they -generally -decide to be reactive rather than proactive in this area? These decisions seem to be largely based on an evaluation of an aspect of a child's 'nature' -that they are 'innocent' in relation to understandings about sex. Definitions of this innocence included phrases like 'a clean sheet of paper', 'a period when they can't understand' and 'a precious, special time when things are uncomplicated and unspoilt'. As Aries (1962) described, childhood innocence is often regarded as a period of quarantine -a period of 'waiting' and in that sense a 'timeless zone' (James and Prout, 1997: 234) . It is also a period where children are seen as 'free from sin or moral wrong, pure, unpolluted' (Gittins, 1998: 146) and 'pristine' (James et al., 1998: 14) , although as Gittins points out innocence is a concept which holds a 'wide range of different, sometimes conflicting, definitions by adults ' (1998: 145) .
In addition, the pre-potent body is itself seen as essentially good or pure, lacking as it does outward signs of sexuality -if, again, this is defined by reproductive capacity and therefore as evident only when children reach puberty. Children's lack of body consciousness underlines this belief -again an adult awareness of sexuality which involves selfconsciousness is used to judge a child's sexuality. In addition, as James et al. describe, the child's body has also taken on a 'highly significant symbolic form in late modernity in relation to child abuse . . . There is, it would seem, a revival of the focus on bodily purity, with the child's body seen as the very temple of the sacred ' (1998: 152) . Given this context, more information than the most basic description of sexual intercourse is regarded as more information than their children need, and they only need this much having asked about their origins because of a 'natural curiosity'. Thus the questions themselves are seen as part of a 'game' or loop of curiosity which is fulfilled by curiosity itself; I was told many times that although it would be wrong to ignore these questions, this did not mean their children understood the answers: 'it doesn't really mean anything to them anyway'. Thus giving children more information that the most basic becomes defined as actively unhelpful because it will only confuse, worry or frighten them.
At this stage their children's own behaviour also signals to parents that a reactive approach to sex education is the right approach. In observing that their children are not embarrassed or uneasy when asking questions about their origins, they reassure themselves that their children feel they can raise the subject of sex if they want to. This also means that if children are not asking questions, it is not because they feel they can't, but because they obviously do not need to -and are therefore not ready for any more information. In addition, an approach which relies on children asking questions allows for beliefs about children's asexuality to be reinforced. If they were sexual creatures, they would not be able, as it were, to ask questions so 'innocently'. But because they do ask questions, without apparent embarrassment, they must therefore not be sexual. This in turn reinforces the sense in which it does not really matter what sort of answer ('just information') you supply to these questions, because, again, the information will not be understood (in the terms that adults 'understand' sex, that is, as a subject to be embarrassed about).
Once the responsibility for maintaining the conversation about sex has passed to the child (as perhaps in no other area) both the content and the circularity of the descriptions actually inhibit the possibilities for further questions, as does the euphemistic and non-specific vocabulary that is often employed. Parental accounts also suggest that they supply information in the form of enclosed or closed 'satellites' of information, for example It was easy in those days because it would be: 'Mummy, where do babies come from?' 'Mummies' tummies.' 'How do they get there?' 'From Daddy.' 'Why?' 'Because we wanted it. ' (Mrs Paul) This totalizing description signals that all there is to know is now known; in the process parents do not make their own or their child's 'ignorance present' (Silin, 1995) . In other words, parents do not signal this is something of what you might know and neither do they communicate what is disclosed in ways that facilitate further questioning. These 'satellites' of information are such that the information within them is entirely uncontentious and therefore unlikely to spill out into a set of further questions.
Of course children do ask about aspects of sex beyond what is assumed to be a 'natural' interest in their own origins, although the majority of parents did not report these sorts of questions. Where they did report them, the interpretations made of these questions reinforced, again, notions of innocence.
And they ask questions without thinking. She must have been about 6 or 7 and she said 'Mummy, you know when Daddy puts his thing in you that makes the seed?' and I said 'Yes'. My husband was reading the paper. She said, 'Well, did you like it?' The newspaper was shaking but he didn't lower it. Thought this was hilarious. So I said 'Well, it weren't too bad.' What can you say? He got up and went to the toilet. He didn't want to laugh. She obviously wasn't laughing. (Sue Lawrence) It seems Emma's question is taken to be as 'innocent' as those enquiries about where babies come from inasmuch as she 'asks questions without thinking'. The implication being that if she understood what she was asking about, she certainly would not ask questions without thinking -and pausing -and probably not asking the question? Perhaps Emma's parents also take this to mean that she would not understand the answer either. This perhaps explains why -despite evidence that she is ready for information about sexual pleasure -Emma is provided only with the most parsimonious acknowledgement of pleasure (sex 'weren't too bad'). (Of course, the context in which the question was asked may well have influenced Mum's response in this respect.) The enclosed and enclosing nature of what children are told is nevertheless evident in this example. If Emma is ready for information about sexual pleasure she is surely ready for an extension of her understanding about sex. Currently she has the barest description of sexual intercourse only. But this opportunity is ducked in the way that Emma's Mum maintains that sexual intercourse was a oneoff event in the past. So although the original question suggests readiness for further information, the interpretation of Emma's question leads back to innocence and asexuality. These are then taken to signal that she is not really ready for more detailed information.
There was a further, more active and conscious, form of foreclosure on sexual information that some parents reported at this stage. Notions of childhood innocence do not preclude notions of childhood also being 'egocentric and impulse-ridden' (Gittins, 1998) . Thus some parents were aware that in responding to children's questions they had to make judgements about what might constitute adequate information and what might be 'too much'. They were concerned at this stage that their children might not be able to safely handle such 'sensitive' information. Judgements about disclosing only very limited information could therefore also be constructed as 'child centred', inasmuch as 'too much' would be to misjudge what their children could cope with.
When they see things and hear things and talk about things they want to try them. And when they go out there, there is nothing to protect them. They're on their own. You can protect them at home but there are no safety nets out there. And if you encourage them to talk about it at home, you never know if you are encouraging them . . . You never know what happens, so that's a factor in my not talking about it much. (Pauline Taylor) Some words, of course, have perlocutionary power (Austin, 1975) , such that their use does not just denote understanding but performance. As Sexualities 9(2) Ragussis (1982) has it, speech 'is an act of potency', a particularly apt metaphor, perhaps, in the context of sexual words. Sexual words, of course, have particular forms of perlocutionary power -they can be used in ways which signal sexual availability or a 'come on'. Sexual knowledge, then, can be 'dangerous' in the hands of those (innocents) who do not understand its powers. And the acquisition of that knowledge, as a consequence, might make a child be, or appear to be 'too' knowledgeable. Ironically, as Kitzinger (1997) describes, this is partly a consequence of valorizing innocence. In the process, children who have sexual knowledge or experience are stigmatized (Twitchell, 1987) and regarded as having this knowledge prematurely, as evident in the term 'precocious'. Providing such sexual knowledge then, is a way of making your children more rather than less vulnerable in contexts where there are 'no safety nets' and 'nothing to protect them'. Delaying the provision of information can thus be constructed as a caring act -as the protective family 'enclosure' extending its 'envelope' beyond the home by ensuring their children do not appear sexually precocious or too knowing. In this sort of example, then, preparing children for life outside the safety of the family -for the future -is not about the supply of information but about withholding its excess.
Questions of sex part two: The body and sexual knowledge
Of course children learn about sex in ways other than those outlined in the previous section. One of these ways involves games like 'Doctors and Nurses', or 'Mummies and Daddies' -children engage in what has been labelled 'protosexual play'. This label designates this play as both sexual and somehow 'outside' the sexual as adults understand it, because of its 'primal' nature. 'Proto' also implies its exploratory nature -that it is a way of 'asking questions' about the body through the body. In this section I examine two examples of parental reactions' to such play in order to open up further pointers about the contradictions in some parents' behaviour. In the previous section, it was suggested that the questions some children asked their parents were 'just questions' implying that they were not somehow 'real'. The questions of the body that are raised in the following examples seem to have a different character as far as some parents are concerned. Instead of provoking amusement and reassurance that their children were asexual, these questions of the body seem to challenge that definition. As previously described, perceptions of innocence often contain contradictory elements. So where innocence might suggest children cannot do wrong, it can also suggest that children do not know right from wrong and that they are likely to need guidance in this respect. Thus it is possible for parents to regard the sexual play they observe as Frankham Sexual Antimonies and Parent/Child Sex Education 'natural' in one sense, while at the same time feeling that to allow nature 'free rein' would also be irresponsible on their part. When it is observed then, this play sometimes opens up spaces that provoke different forms of foreclosure than those described in the previous section.
I remember playing mummies and daddies with these twins who used to live round the road, these two little boys. And we had to get into bed together and my Mum, I got told off for that. That's because it was a boy. We were indoors for ages, making my bedroom into a little house. I suppose Mum came up, thought, where are they? And when she came upstairs we were in bed (laughs). Me and the two boys. 'Cos the twins both had to be one husband of course 'cos they couldn't decide who was going to be who so I had to have two husbands! So there I am! That didn't go down very well. She was probably embarrassed. I wasn't embarrassed at all. I thought it was wonderful!' Sophie described her Mum's reaction: 'First of all it was 'Sophie!' Then it was 'I think the boys had better go home now, don't you? Why don't you play outside?' Then it was 'You really oughtn't to play those sorts of games.' And I was 'Why?' I didn't exactly get a telling off -she was 'I just don't think it's right, when you're too young' and I didn't answer her -but it was very disapproving, very, 'I think you should play outside', in other words, 'get outside now! (Sophie) Although Sophie says she 'got told off' about this game, she subsequently says 'I didn't exactly get a telling off'. This perhaps reflects the ambiguity of Sophie's actions, as far as her Mum is concerned, and of her Mum's response as far as Sophie is concerned. While parents desexualize sex for their children by only ever talking about reproduction and adult experiences, their children can appear to reclaim sex for themselvesSophie is with two boys, out of sight and in bed. Of course the double bed may well be a site of sexual frisson for Sophie as well as being a legitimate site for playing Mums and Dads -it's where they sleep, after all. Of course it's also where they 'sleep together' -a euphemism for having sex. Sophie's Mum (Janice) has perhaps picked up this connotation. Her explanation of her anger, however, is only a more liberal version of 'because I say so', and is circular, again. It may be that she avoids further explanation because she hopes to 'preserve' what innocence Sophie has left. It may be that she is basically unsure about what to do and say -hence angry but not angry. It may also be that she knows her reaction is something of a contradiction; if children's questions are natural, isn't 'exploring' bodies natural too? Somehow the former seems 'safe' but the latter does not. And this is perhaps where the ambiguity of her response makes most sense. It is not that Sophie has technically done anything wrong, but she is being responded to as if she has and this is because Janice sees this activity and makes a judgement about where she thinks it might lead. She responds to Sophie, then, in relation to a possible future scenario rather than the one she sees before her. In order to militate against further possible activities which will lead 'who knows where' she encourages Sophie to play outside -and in that sense to 'play safe' -where Janice will be able to see her. Harden et al. (2000) describe how attempts at finding adult-free spaces in which to research childhood often 'miss the point'. Children, in fact, live most of their lives under adult surveillance. 'Hence the "childcentred" approach minimises the consequences of adult control and structuring of children's lives and the extent to which the spaces for autonomous play are often actually bounded by adult control' (Harden et al., 2000: 3).
Sophie's game is at least 'child-like', and works within accepted notions of gender and family, but in the next example, no such acceptable 'gloss' is evident. As a consequence it may be that the sexual element is regarded as more obviously present or potent by the parents concerned and is therefore discouraged much more forcefully. It is perhaps also the case that a generational difference can be observed here -this is one of the parents reminiscing about her childhood whereas Sophie, in the earlier extract, was 17 when interviewed. Although Liz's parents' responses were much less tolerant and liberal (on the surface) there are nevertheless interesting parallels with Sophie's case.
I think it was my mother who caught me doing it. We used to show each other our bums, sit in tents, we used to make tents down the garden, just that. Nothing more. Hitting each other on the bum with sticks, I think we were at the time . . . quite advanced for three and four year olds! Anyway, my Mum, I think maybe that was a bit much for my mother to take. Who knows what they were afraid of? I can only imagine. But she told my Dad and he was very, very hard, my father. So he came in -I can't even bear to talk about it now -it's such a horrifying thing . . . Anyway, we ended up, as I say, I was totally convinced he was giving me away. My Mum put some of my things in a bag and he walked me to the bus stop. We got to the bus stop and I saw the bus coming. Only when it came did he abandon it -and said I didn't have to get on but that if ever I did anything like that again he would send me away. And he took me home . . . It was absolutely horrific -it's one of those things that doesn't leave you. (Liz) The challenge to Liz's parents seems both more direct than the questions raised by Sophie's behaviour, yet still indeterminate: 'Who knows what they were afraid of? I can only imagine.' This lack of understanding could be because the nature of the misdemeanour was never explained, but it may be because they too were imagining what this behaviour might mean and where it might lead; they too were looking ahead and fearing the worst. As Schostak (1993) (Schostak, 1993: 17) provides the framework of certainty within which parents might act. Liz's parents seem to have felt a strong impulsion to mark this behaviour as absolutely unacceptable and to underline that it should never be repeated in the future. The nature of the threat that Liz's parents use also suggests she has crossed a line that they want to mark clearly. In some ways Liz has started to behave like an adultsexual, autonomous, knowing -and this of course 'jeopardises a child's chance to even be considered a child' (Gittins, 1998: 174) . This terrible, adult, act results then in her parents threatening to send her away. In a sense they are telling her to stay within the boundaries of 'childhood' if she wants to continue to be treated as a child, that is, cared for by them. There are also echoes here of Paechter's (2004) analysis of the necessity to make the sexualized aspects of children's bodies 'disappear' lest they discomfort the adults.
It seems that what adults might find troubling in these episodes is that children are or might be occupying transitional sites where, as Douglas (1966) describes, 'danger lies'. It is as if in exploring their own and others' bodies they are showing themselves to be more knowing or potentially more knowing than their parents feel comfortable with. The notion of experimentation that was described in the previous section suggests these children have moved to test the boundaries of the definition of the 'asexual child'. In their uncertainty and discomfort, parents seem to enact forms of foreclosure which suggest a desire to try to remake the boundary of childhood and to re-enclose their children within that boundary. This requires acts which re-establish distance between children and adults -if children have made the boundaries 'fuzzy' (Sibley, 1995) by straying into adult territory, then parents must make them less fuzzy again. This differentiation or periodization or separation is achieved in different ways. The anger and threats that are sometimes involved seem to suggest that parents try to frighten their children back into being children. As one facet of being a child is to be relatively powerless and therefore sometimes frightened, they succeed in a sense (at least in the short term). The silence or circular explanations that are supplied function in similar ways to the silences described in section one, except when they are accompanied by anger. Although children are puzzled by these responses they learn that what they have done is clearly wrong. Further 'exploratory' behaviour is more carefully hidden.
So having begun to understand what sex means via these interventions, children learn they are actually unlikely to gain further understanding from their parents. They have begun to learn that all sorts of aspects of sex -although pleasurable -are also unspeakable; they are aware of their own ignorance but do not feel able to reveal it. And despite what their parents say, there are questions you cannot ask. Thus the line between adults and children is thus more firmly drawn by these antimonies and on both sides of that line all parties engage in mutual acts of 'looking the other way'. In a sense, then, parents and children now occupy separate 'enclosures' via the forms of foreclosure enacted.
Discussion: Looking forward to the past and reclaiming the future So this is a story about learning about sex but it is not the usual tale of learning, if that is conceived as a journey from ignorance to knowledge.
Rather than an open-ended supply of information before a child has asked directly for it, information is held back from children in order to 'protect' them; rather than constituting a prompt to discussion, information is imparted in ways that limit and preclude discussion; and ignorance (when conceived of as innocence) is seen as a positive rather than a negative characteristic. Similarly, what is interpreted as sexual knowledge (in the expression of sexual behaviour) is regarded as signalling too much knowledge and interventions are made to slow 'progress' down. Where children don't understand it is suggested they should, but at the same time 'exploration' and 'experimentation' are not valorized but are regarded as dangerous forays into the unknown.
These activities -as revealed through the disclosures and foreclosures I have described -do not suggest the 'openness' about sex that parents aspire to, but, rather, a series of closures or enclosures that are increasingly mutually convenient for family members. These examples confirm Jackson and Scott's (2004) description of antimonies in relation to parental approaches to the sex education of their children. There are also parallels to Sedgewick's closets. 2 As she describes: '. . . the relations of the closet -the relations of the known and the unknown, the explicit and the inexplicit around homo/heterosexual definition -have the potential for being peculiarly revealing, in fact, about speech acts more generally' (Sedgewick, 1991: 3) . Thus the disclosures and foreclosures described, reveal the construction of certain forms of knowledge and the preservation or production of certain forms of ignorance (or forgetting). Echoing Sedgewick's intentions, I now consider how these 'categorisations work, what enactments they are performing and what relations they are creating' (Sedgewick, 1991: 27) . Why is it, that despite parents' best intentions to be 'open' about sex and to avoid the mistakes they regard their own parents as having made, they nevertheless seem to repeat them?
I have already referred to James and Prout's (1997) description of childhood as a 'timeless zone' in relation to the perception of childhood innocence. I want to argue that this is related to parental 'timefulness', that is, to a series of calculations and judgements that are related to their own and their children's past and future. Thus in thinking about the best way to educate their children about sex, parents try to take into account what they see as their children's origins or past (in other words, their perceived innocence). They also consider their own childhood, as they remember it, and as it is seen to have impacted on them as they grew up. Crucial in this respect are memories of their parents as being 'out of step' with what they needed in terms of sex education. Thus they are also aware of how what they do will impact on their children's future, and they want to avoid repeating what they see as their parents' mistakes. In a variety of ways, then, the present becomes loaded with meaning via its connections to their own and their children's past and future. I want to use this idea of parental 'timefulness' to explain something of the reasons parents behave as they do in relation to the sex education of their children.
Key to the argument is the influence of psychoanalytic thought on 'everyday' understandings of childhood (and hence of adulthood) and Steedman's (1995) analysis is central. She traces 'in what manner childhood (the idea of the child) came to encapsulate and articulate what it did about an adult sense of interiority, in both formal and informal expression' (Steedman, 1995: 77) . She describes the development of psychoanalysis in relation to the development of other disciplines at that time and how each of these in different ways 'offered the comforts of a narrative exegesis: the comforts of a story' (Steedman, 1995: 78) . It became commonplace for accounts (whether of a personal or social past) to be constructed as a sort of 'homeland -a place to be at home in -for its characters and its readers', producing this effect 'by denying any place outside the circle of story and history that the text itself created. In the circle of time . . . there can be no meaningless events' (Steedman, 1995: 78) . These stories, then, contributed to understandings that the past may be lost, but it can also be found again. In this sense, Freud was an 'historian of subjectivity . . . of an Oedipal past which makes its indelible, obscure mark on the present' (Steedman, 1995: 79) .
Thus the idea that our current state of 'being' is explained by our past, became a dominant thread in our understandings of ourselves. And it follows that parents do not want to do anything in the present to 'mark' or mar their children's future. In judging how to achieve that, parents think about their own past -and lessons they think they can draw from it -to inform their actions. This is inevitably an imagined past, according to Hillman: 'Our lives may be determined less by our childhood than by the way we have learned to imagine our childhoods ' (1997) . Parents, however, do not see it that way; they confidently claim their parents put their own embarrassment and anxieties before their children's needs. In making this sort of analysis of their experiences, they find clues as to how they might behave differently. They intend -unlike their parents -to put their children first, as described in part one of the 'Questions of sex' section of this article and this is translated into the key organizing principle of timeliness. This then is a sort of defensive action against the problems that might be caused by misjudging what their children need (as most of them believe their own parents did) and themselves causing their children problems, in the years to come. Thus the emphasis on judging children's needs and readiness -both notions which suggest careful 'readings' of their children to which they will respond. But there's the rub -it is not until a child has shown him or herself to be ready that a parent can respond, so we are not talking here so much about accompanying a child as following them. And in the interpretations parents make of the questions children ask -in order, they believe, to inform themselves of how to respond -they inevitably make judgements about what they think they see.
These judgements -as described in 'Questions of sex part one' -are that the questions children ask are not, in fact, 'real' questions and therefore do not require 'real' answers. Although parents emphasized to me that they encourage questions and insist their children can ask them whatever they want, it is ironic that in their interpretations of these questions they negate them as questions. As described, the questions were, variously, not 'real' because they were part of a loop of curiosity which children display about any and every subject, not 'real' because they were asked without thinking, and not 'real' because they would not understand the answers. In these various ways, then, they display what Lacan (in Silin, 1995) has called a 'passion for ignorance', and it is in this passion that they 'create' or see innocence.
When they see what they believe is evidence that their children don't understand, they conclude that their children can't understand. This is then translated into an innate inability to understand because they are children, because they are 'innocent'.
As Silin (1995) says in relation to ignorance -which I am suggesting is the source of many beliefs about innocenceFrom this perspective, ignorance is not a passive state, an accidental by-product of our drive to know. As Lacan maintains, we all have a stake in defending against knowledge . . . With knowledge we are implicated, forced to assume a relationship to the information and to its source that may be unsettling, distressing or transformative. (Silin, 1995: 123) This is true for both those who impart knowledge and those who are its recipients (Felman, 1997) . Given parental desires to protect their children -to shelter them from forces regarded as polluting -they see part of their role as precisely not to unsettle or distress them -they want to 'preserve'
Frankham Sexual Antimonies and Parent/Child Sex Education their children's childhood, not transform it. Then the very innocence that justifies the circularity and limited nature of the information that is supplied maintains forms of ignorance that make extension of understanding difficult. In this sense then, the children themselves are 'enclosed' within the notion of their own innocence and asexuality -a sort of blank space within which satellites of enclosed information may circulate, but hopefully without contaminating that space. And for as long as innocence is defined as a lack of capacity to understand then parental responsibilities will translate into themselves not doing anything to taint that innocence.
Such responsibilities -as parents perceive them -are also evident in relation to parents' reactions to protosexual play, as described in part two, and perhaps to anxieties about the effects of school sex education, as reported elsewhere (e.g. Hampshire and Lewis, 2004) . These reactions can also be explained, to an extent, by what I have termed 'timefulness' inasmuch as protosexual play or sexual behaviour is interpreted in relation to doing best by their children in relation to the future. It seems that the concerns and questions raised by this play result in different forms of foreclosure from those described in relation to verbal questions; it is as if this play opens up for parents, what their children may become. As Bauman (1993) describes, it is part of the morality of parenthood that parents have both the freedom and responsibility to 'do the best for' their children. Of course, this is one of the ways the state governs 'through the family' (Donzelot, 1979) . In the late modern age, this requires that parents deal not only with concerns in the present but also in the 'what-has-nothappened-yet' as Bauman (1993) calls it. As Beck (1992) and others (e.g. Moran, 2001; Thomson and Holland, 2002) have described, this element of the 'risk society' is inevitably unpredictable and becomes the 'playfield of conflicting scenarios' (Bauman, 1993: 221) . 'We become active today in order to prevent, alleviate or take precautions against the problems and crises of tomorrow and the day after tomorrow' (Beck, 1992: 34) . Or as Kenway and Bullen (2001) put it, 'young people have become the worry targets of the 'baby boomer' generation whose parenting is plagued by anxieties' (Kenway and Bullen, 2001 : 1) including safety in the home, drug and alcohol use, sexual abuse by adults, future employment and so on.
Thus sexual behaviour, or behaviour that might 'turn' sexual, or behaviour that might put their children in situations where they are vulnerable because of looking more sexually knowledgeable than they 'should be', call for more direct forms of intervention. So when faced with acts which suggest their children's innocence may be 'threatened', either by others or through their own exploratory play, they feel a desire to arrest those sorts of developments. Bauman describes how, in such a context as outlined earlier, people operate a 'heuristics of fear' in which 'the first urging is necessarily an ethics of preservation and prevention, not of progress and perfection' (Bauman, 1993: 221) . This fear relates to the tendency in western societies to see innocence/ignorance as sexual ignorance and knowledge as sexual knowledge (Foucault, 1976) . As a consequence, Sedgewick (1991) says, 'knowledge and sex become conceptually inseparable from one another . . . and epistemological pressure of any sort seems a force saturated with sexual impulsion' (Sedgewick, 1991: 73) . Thus in acknowledging their children's 'natural' interest in sex, they also see a set of dangerous possibilities looming in relation to this interest. Their children's curiosity as evident in their protosexual play -the epistemological pressure to find out more about their own and others' bodies -is thus interpreted as loaded with adult sexual meanings. So where parental interpretations of children's early questions led to constructions of their children as asexual -as still living in some imagined innocent past -their interpretations of their children's behaviour is of the other extreme. This behaviour is interpreted as clearly about sex (defined in adult terms) and about worrying scenarios in/from the future if such behaviour is not curtailed. In other words they have moved from a position of constructing sexual innocence to one in which they construct sexual misdemeanour or guilt.
But what is it that these acts achieve, or what is their effect? Butler's (1997) discussion of implicit and explicit forms of censorship is helpful. Of censorship, generally, she says: Never fully separable from that which it seeks to censor, censorship is implicated in its own repudiated material in ways that produce paradoxical consequences. If censoring a text is always in some sense incomplete, that may be partly because the text in question takes on a new life as part of the discourse produced by the mechanism of censorship. (Butler, 1997: 130) What she describes as implicit censorship is that which rules out 'in unspoken ways what will remain unspeakable' (Butler, 1997: 130) . This means that parents can employ this form of censorship without seeing it as such and continue to claim 'openness'. Butler goes on to report two key effects: the circumscription of what else is speakable -'of what will and will not be admissible in public discourse'. Connected to this is the second effect -'active engagement in the production of subjects' (Butler, 1997: 131-2) . Censorship in this view is not primarily about speech but is exercised in the service of other aims -it is both 'constraining and enabling' (Eyre, 2000: 297) . Both elements are visible in the negotiations I have described. The foreclosures outlined here lead children to understandings about what it means to be a child; they also learn what they can and cannot speak of 'freely', and important lessons in the dangers associated with sexual precocity. Additionally, in these 'negotiations' between parents and Frankham Sexual Antimonies and Parent/Child Sex Education their children we see processes of family formation (MacKeogh, 2001) . Part of this 'family formation', of course, involves children being differentiated from adults and perhaps in this differentiation we see an even more important social aim of the acts I have described -reinforcement of the incest taboo. Foucault (1976) describes the family as 'incestuous from the start', given it is 'an obligatory locus of affects, feelings, love; [and] that sexuality has its privileged point of development in the family' (Foucault, 1976: 108) . Schostak (1993) summarizes that development: 'The family as a sexually based union controls the relationships of sexual reproduction. It manages the sexual expression of adults and the emergent sexuality of children' (Schostak, 1993: 12) . The foreclosures that are evident, then, may serve the important function of keeping the exchange of 'potent' sexual words to a minimum. In the process (as is the wish of most parents) they and their children are kept psychically and physically separate from one another. As Morrisson described, families operate 'in camera ' (1997: 149) . As a consequence, most sexual abuse of children can take place in the home and is instigated by parents or step parents, primarily fathers (La Fontaine, 1988; Jenks, 1996) . Of course, most adults would deny even the existence of sexual thoughts about their children, but given the nature of taboo this bolsters rather than threatens the theory; the forbidden is not straightforwardly expressible. Where Schostak (1993) says it is evident is in the 'complex of relationships. It is in the nature of the forbidden for its structures and its intentions not to be clearly expressed, but to be recoverable through a kind of semiotic reconstruction which involves as its first move a de-construction of ordinary day-to-day discourse about experience' (Schostak, 1993: 22) . The day-to-day discourse about experience that I have examined suggests that sex education in families serves some important functions in terms of keeping some things hidden rather than exposed or 'open', despite parents' stated intentions in this respect. whom agreed to be interviewed. This data allowed for comparisons between parental and teenagers' accounts and it was here that I first noticed contradictions in accounts of 'openness'. 2. Silin states
